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in the above-referenced proceeding.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
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 The volatility of pension and PBOP expense from year to year is dramatic, as 

represented in the graph below (Exh. DTE-1-2 (Rev), Attachment DTE-1-2 (Rev), at 6).  

As shown, the 1996 pension and PBOP cost is approximately $90 million, dropping to 

nearly $0 in 2000 and then increasing to approximately $90 million again in 2003.   

 

 The Company addressed the issue of the necessity of a write-off in its Initial Brief 

and will not repeat its position in it entirety here (Company Initial Brief at 24-27).  

Suffice it to state that the Attorney General’s witness, Mr. Effron, stubbornly refused to 

acknowledge that the Company would have been required to take the charge to equity if 

the Department had not approved the accounting ruling in D.T.E. 02-78 (Exh. AG-2, at 9; 

Tr. 2, at 233 [Effron]).  Mr. Spear, the engagement partner for the Company’s 

independent auditors, presented unambiguous testimony about the consequences if the 

Department had not approved the accounting ruling (Exh. PwC-RJS, at 3-4; Tr. 1, at 147 
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